In February 1687 one Susanna Levine, a widow of the City of London, had had enough of the negligence of John Browne, surgeon, in the treatment of her badly fractured leg and took him to court. Most of the facts in her case are preserved for us in a surviving example of those curious documents known as Mayor's Court Interrogatories.' This inferior court exercised jurisdiction in civil cases in which the entire cause of action had its origin within the City of London. The Court had equitable as well as legal authority, in the former area serving also as a court of appeal. An interrogatory was a set of formal written questions to be addressed before the trial to parties to a case or, as in the present instance, to witnesses. The depositions that resulted were read as evidence at the trial [1] [2] [3] [4] . The questions were not supposed to be leading, although in Levine vs. Browne some of them certainly suggest an answer, e.g., "did not ... the displacing of her said legg cause a great flux of humours to come down to that part and confer large inflammation therein.... ?" In any event, we shall concern ourselves mostly with the responses rather than the questions.
Witnesses were agreed that on 17 February 16842 Susanna Levine was run down by a coach driven by one William Snow. Her tibia and fibula were fractured; the record does not specify in which leg. The following day she sent for John Browne, a surgeon, to set her leg and care for it. Browne attended to the injury and promised Mistress Levine "that he would take as much care of her legg as if she was a Lady."
From here on, the stories differ. First let us consider the testimony on behalf of the plaintiff, Susanna Levine. For two or three days after her injury, it was stated, Browne looked after his patient "indifferently well," promising he would cure her completely, but thereafter such attention as the injured woman received was from Browne's apprentice, and he also usually neglected her. She had a great deal of pain and sent repeatedly to the surgeon for relief. After a fortnight he finally came to the patient's home and found the leg "out of order and as bad as it was at the first." Browne was furious with his apprentice, telling the youth in front of witnesses that he was "not fit to look after a dog's leg." Mistress Levine asked if she would lose the limb. The surgeon said no, and promised that he would care for it himself and quickly cure her.
But his neglect continued for over two years. In anticipation of a point to be made by the defense, one of the interrogatories asked whether the patient's bed and bedstead were long enough so that her injured leg was not cramped. The witnesses were sure, they said, that the bed and bedstead did not affect the healing of the leg and that Mistress Levine did not complain about them. Indeed, said Mary Lucas, the patient "did never want for any thing that was necessary but had everything provided for her that was fitting and convenient."
One of the interrogatories directed to the witnesses for the defense, however, implied that Browne had had to reset Mistress Levine's fractures several times because her bed was too short and that movements of the leg would cause evil humors, inflammation, and gangrene. Was not the defendant, the query continued, [5] , and in man in Johnson's English translation of the Works of Ambroise Pare of 1678 [6] . According to The New English Dictionary, the medieval Latin focile originally referred to the steel used for striking a spark from a flint. Arabicspeaking anatomists appropriated the word zand, which referred to one of two sticks rubbed together to make fire by friction, for such a pair of bones "on account of their shape; the Lat. translators rendered this byfocile as being the work most nearly equivalent in literal sense." Focile seems to have been in use at least until 1706 [7] .
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Tti I X Mha, Most of what is known about this surgeon's life and work is masterfully and entertainingly presented in a long article by Kenneth F. Russell [9] . His thorough search for source material did not disclose much evidence as to Browne's competence as a surgeon. The latter's chief claim to fame was publication of the first description of cirrhosis of the liver. Although well known as an anatomist, Browne unfortunately was even more prominent as a shameless plagiarist of anatomical works. He was contentious but managed to stay in favor at the royal court. Russell 
